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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

WASHINGTON. D.G. nus

Llo tne Secretary of State and

tne Director of the United States
Information Agency

Irke have reviewer the progress macie ray the Lepart-ent

of State amci tne United States Information Aaency in response

to our January 2i, 1913, report to the Congress, "Need to

improve Languaa,,. 'training Programs z4n6 Assignments for L.S.

Government Personnel Overseas," -176049. That report ea-

uoessea the language r,!quirements, training programs, and

language-relateo staffing for several feoeral departments

anu'agencies ana container Tecommer.Larions for improving

them.

It nas long been recognized that language proficiency

is essential to the effective accomplishment of certain

tasks overseas. This recognition is embooied in the Foreign

Service Act of 1946, as amended, and is eviaent from the

extensive foreign language training programs of the Depart-

ment of State and the U.S. Information Agency.

tiur 1973 review found Vat the Department of State ana

the U.S. Information Agency were not satisfactorily meeting

tneir overseas language requirements
because of several

factors, including
insufficient emphasis on language skills

wnen making assignments.ana lack of criteria for ioentifying

foreign language neeas. Since then, some improvements nave

been made, bus opportunities e'ist for further improvements.

Our finaings are summarized below.

The Department of State and tne ii.s. Information Agency

are still not meeting their overseas language requiremencs

2atistactorily. State increases percentage of appropri-

ely filled language-Oesignatea
positions from 57 percent in

to 75 percent in Narch 1914. host of this improvement,

*ever, resulted fror lowering reauired proficiency levels

rather tnan Lrem increasing language skills. In State's

review of l'anguacie-oesignatea positions completed in December

19i9, the percentage of appropriately Linea positions tell

to 6% percent,
primarily because of a significant number of

new langwage-aesignateo positions. About 26 percent of the

lanai age-aesignatect
positions in the Cecemcer 1975 study

ID-76-19
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was at lower proficiency levels than those An 1972. The

Information Agency's percentage of appropriately filled

language-designated positions hac decreased from 61 percent

in 1972 to 58 percent in 1975. However, language-designated

positions represent a larger percentage of the Information

Agency's overseas staff than they did in 1972. The Informa-

tion Agency has not decreased its proficiency-level require-

ments.

The impact of inappropriately staffed language-

designated positions cannot be expressed in Quantitative

terms. However, incumbents in these positions who Lacked

required language skills told us that the lack of such

skills impaired their efficiency and performance.

_The primary causes of the inadequate language cap-

abilities abroad were faillre to follow language training

policies and procedures and the assignment o' officers

to language-designated
positions who had part.al or no

language training. In addition., the selection of language-

designated positions was, in some cases, based on factors

other than job requirements.

Inadequate language capabilities stem in part from the

need to improve the effectiveness and management of overreas

post language programs, he noted that incumbents were not

always receiving the most effective training from post lan-

guage schools. We also found a need for improved management

oversight of post language program., to ensure uniform com-

pliance with program regulations, appropriate justification

for individual training, and adequate supervision of other

Federal agency personnel
participating in the program.

To improve language capabilities, we recommend that the

Secretary of State and the Director of the U.S. Information

Agency act to ensure that:

1. Assignment procedures allow adequate time for

language training before officers assume a

language-designated position and that strict

criteria are developed for granting training

waivers.

2. The system for determining language-designated

positions is based on actual job reouirements

and the positions are periodically reviewed.
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A system is ,developed to ensure that persons
who have the greatest need

and
post language

training are identified and given priority

training.

The appendix contains further details and examples

--our specific findings and recommendations.

he noted that steps had been, taken to coordinate for-

eign language training and research Government-wide and that

a number of actions were being initiated thr000h an inter-
agency round!-'le forum. we believe such interagency co
operation i :essary, and we endorse the .roundtable's

continuing _..arts.

Cur work was done at State and information Agency head-

quarters. and at the Foreign Service Institute, primarily in

the first 9 months of calendar year 1975, and at numerous

overseas locations, including 11 posts, from March to May

1975. We have received comments from the State Department
and Information. Agency or the motterscovered in this report

and they were incorporated as appropriate.

Section 236 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of

1370 requires the head of a Federal agency to submit a

written statement on actions he has taken, on our recommen-

dations to the House and Senate Committees on Government

Cperations not later than 60 days after the date of the

report and the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations

with the agency's first request for appropriations made more
than 60 days after the date of the report. We shell appre-

ciate receiving copies of your statements to the Committees

on actions taken.

he are sending copies of this report the above

named Committees; to the Chairmen of the Senate Committee

on Foreign Relations and House Committee on International

Relations; and to the Director. Office of Management and

Budget. 'he appreciate the cooperation extended by Depart-

meet of State and Information Agency personnel during this

review and would be lied to disouss any matters in this

letter at your convenience.

K. Fasick
Director



Contents

Pa

Introduction

Many language-designated positions
not properly staffed 2

Improved LDP assignment procedures
needed 8

Recomme.idations 11

Agency comments and our evaluation 11

Problems in determining
language - designated positions 12

Recommendations 17

Agency comments and our evaluation 17

Post language programs could be
used more effeCt vely 12

Recomw4.noations 24

Agenc.: comments and our evaluation 24

Letter dated April 22, 1976, from the
Department of State, to the General
Accounting Office

Letter dated April 14, 1976, from the

United States Informaton Agency, to
the General Accounting Office

Aa_RLVIATIONS

LDP Language - designated position

USIA United States Information Agency

27

28



APPENDIX I

UPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN LANGUAGE TRAINING

AND ASSIGNMENTS FOR U.

APPENDIX 1

PERSONNEL OVERSEAS

%INTRODUCTION

In 1960 the Congress amended the Foreign Service Act

of 1946, by adding a new section 578, 22 U.S.C. 966 (1970),

to require that the Department of State designate Foreign

Service Officer positions which require knowledge of foreign

languages ar.d fill those positions with personnel proficient

in those languages. The Congress intended these language-

designated positions (LDPs) to be identified primarily by

Chiefs of Missions, based on actual work needs. Subsequent

legislation (Public Law 90-494, section 6(a), 22 U.S.C. 1226(a)

(197U)) specifically
extended the same prcvsion to the

United States Information Agency (USIA).

House and Senate reports on the 1960 legislation clearly

showed that the Congress was dissatified with the foreign

language capabilities of U.S. employees assigned to overseas

Missions and was concerned about the possible detrimental

effects of this situation. As stated in the Senate report,

the intent of the legislation was to substantially raise

the foreign language capabilities of U.S. employees assigned

overseas.

In fiscal year 1975, about 4,100 State and USIA employ-

ees and their dependents participated in language training

programs. These training programs were conducted almost

entirely by State's Foreign Service
Institute, but a small

number of persons received training at commercial facilities.

State and USIA officials estimated this training cost at

Sb million, including tuition, student. salaries, and related

expenses. Instruction was given in about 60 languages and

ranged in intensity from a full-time, 21-month f.:ourse in

Arabic to part-time (usually 1 hour a day) instruction at

overseas Missions.

To facilitate proper matching of staff skills with

language requirements, the various levels of language pro-

ficiencies have been designated as follows.

u no practical proficiency

elementary proficiency

limited working proficiency
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3 minimum profensiona_ prnficiency

4 full professional proficiency

5 native or bilingual proficiency

State and USIA personnel are given foreign language
inst:uction in speaking and reading; proficiency ratings are

established through tests conducted by tt'. Foreign !iervice

Institute. A proficiency rating of 5-3/P-3 means that a

person can both sneak ZS) and read (R) a foreign language

with minimum professiona: proficiency. A person with a level

3 rating is generally considered to be able to effectively

communicate.

In a 1973 report to Congress,1/ we addressed the lan-

guage requirements, training programs, and language - related

staffing for several Federal departments and agencies and

recommended improvements. At that time, we found that State

and USIA were inLdequately staffing many of their foreign

language requirements at overseas posts, insufficiently
emphasizing language skills when making assignments, and
lacking in adequate criteria for identifying foreign lan-

guage requirements. We recognize that State and USIA have

taken certain actions to improve their foreign language
training programs and assignments for their overseas per-

sonnel. The following sections of this appendix primarily

set out areas where we believe they can make further

improvements.

We made our review at the headquarters level in

Washington, D.C., primarily during the first 9months of
icalendar year 1975. Visits to overseas posts in France,

Germany, Italy, Greece, Poland, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia,

Taiwan, Japan, Korea, and Thailand were made durihg Marct.

and May 1975.

WYLANgUAGE=DESIGNATED POSITIONS
NOT POPEPLYSTAFFED

State and USIA still have a significant number
language-designated positions staffed with personnel lacking

the required language skills. There were indications that

1/ "Need to Improve Language Training Programs and Assign-
-

ments for U.S. Government Personnel Cverseas," (B-176049,

Jan. 22, 1973).

2
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the selection of language-designated positions have been
based partially on availaXlity of language-trained person-
nel End other factors and not solely on actual work needs.
To the extent this has occurred, the reeuirement for
language-proficient personnel has been understated and the
actual needs of the post have gone unrecognized.

Department of State

Although about one of every three Department of Stote
LDPs are not properly filled, Department statistics indi-
cat(' some improvement in assigning qualified personnel since
Ju-_, 1972. Fo example, State's percentage of occupied LDPs
staffed with officers having the required proficiency in-
creasd from 57 percent in July 1972 to 75 percent in March
1974. Hoever, most recent statistics show the percentage
had fallen to 64 percent in Decembet 1975, all shown below.

Occupied LDPS adecuately filled
Date LDPs Number Percent

July 1972 991 564 57

Mar. 1974 1,010 760 75

Dec. 1975 1,169 740 64

State officials exolained that the Percentage decrease
from March 1974 to December 1975 resulted primarily from an
increase in the number of language-designated positions.

Some of the increase in the percentage of LDPs ade-
quately staffed, particularly in the March 1974 statistics,
resulted from new procedures for designating language posi-
tions rather than from increased capabilities of assigned

personnel. In 1972, all State Department LCPs required a
S -3/R -3 proficiency, but in 1973, State changed its Policy
to permit designation of positions at less than the -3/R-3

proficiency. In March 1974, about one-third of the posi-
tion requirements were downgraded from level 3 skills to
level 2. In December 1975, about one-quarter of State's
LDPs were rated below the S-3/P-3 proficiency level.
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L'ate

Apprnerx

Skill levels recuirea for LCI-s

or
3j1 :3327:3 S-21F.:3 Sz

Total
/P-2 LOPS

Jan. 1973 1,017 a 0 _17

r. 1974 723 17 1,C42

tec. 1975 915 302 a/1,256

Includes seven positions gnat 3/S-0

or S-2/P-C level.

Had the uniform level 3 requirement been maintained,

only 64 percent of the LOPS would have been properly staffed

in 1974 instead of 75 percent. For example, in September

1)74, only 54 percent of Poland's 13 LOPS were properly

staffed. At that tire, all but one LOP recuired an S-3/

1,-3 proficiency; the one exception was rated S-2/5-2. By

;jay 1975, the number of [Ms in Poland had been increased

to if, of which b required only S-2/S-2 proficiencies.
Use( on the new designations, 87 percent of Poland's

occpiec LOPS were properly staffed. 1:ad the positions

not Peen oowngraded, only 60 percent would have been prop-

erly filled. 1+e oelicvL the use of tile less stringent

requirement represents a reasonable approach for desianat-

ing wsitions requiring a language capability so long as

the language reauirements are consistent with the needs

of the job. (See p. 14 for further discussion of this

matter.)

Even h the lerz stringent requirements, serious

snor eget of language-cua ie6 officers continued to ex

at certain locations. For example, based on information

availa:Ae at rests during our fieldwork, 6 of the 11

imoassies we visited had only about half of their LPPs

;rocerly staffed, as shown deldk...

4
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Country
Occupfe

LDPs

APPENDIX I

LDPs
adiNuately

Taiwan 6 4

Thailand 12 5

Saudi Arabia 6 3

Italy (Rome only) 16 7

Lebanon 9

Greece 13

United States Information A nc

USIA's percentage of appropriately filled 1,E'' has de =-

creased since 1972 from 61 percent to 516 percent Li January
1975. During the same period, USIA substantially reduced its
total overseas staffing. The number of -Ps 41s4D decreased,
bat not in proportion to the overall staff reddions. The
following chart indicates the changes which have occu:red in

UPs since 1972.

Total positions Percent of

overseas Number -lecopied LDFs

Date (note a) of LDPs ,aLclv fife"
Aug. 147: b2b 434 61

Jan. 1974 811 393 64

Jan. 1975 619 349 58

Excludes USIA personnel at radio relay stations and utner

media activities.

USIA, however, has not reduced the T.e iced 5-3/R-3
proficiency levels for its LliPs. Prior vo our review, USIA
officials were unaware that State t! v.! desAl!ated LDPs at lower

proficiency levels. In their opinion, "uaeful knowledge" of
a foreign language, as stated in .5cti,,n 55' of the Foreign
Service Act of 1946, as amended means S-3/R-3 proficiency.

5
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Effeet_of inadequate
language skills

Insufficient language capabilities apparently limit the
abilities of State and USIA to adequately perform some of
their overseas functions. Even though the detrimental impact
of inadequately filled LDPs is not readily quartfiable, the
adverse eft:lets could be significant--as de5,onr,trated by
the experiences of personnel serving overseas.

Many officials in post management positicne generalized
about the effectiveness and efficiency of incumbents who
lack the required language proficiencies. Overall, they
expressed the belief that language capabilities at their
posts were adequate.

However, individual officers at Embassies and consu-
lates were more specific in describing the consequences of
the lack of language skills. Many officers spoke of ineffi-
=iencies, distortions, missed opportunities, underuse of
personnel, and potential for visa fraud. Some LDP officers
who lacked t'; 'equired language skills explained that in
previous assignments they had the required language profici-
ency. When compering their current performances with their
previous performances, they indicated they are less efficient
in their current assignment. The following examples indicate
the detrimental impacts which can occur because of insufficent
language capabilities.

--A commercial officer avoids the non-English
speaking local business community: ne is "cer-
tain" that he is missing opportunities to develop
vouable contacts.

- -A consular officer said he is unable to provide
adequate protection an welfare services to U.S.
citizens abroad because he cannot adequately com-
municate with local police, hospital, and other
foreign officials.

- -An experienced political officer is unable to
perform duties normally associated with nis
level. Not only is he frustrated but he also
believes he is doing an ineffective job.

--A culturpl affairs officer said he is cut off
from the community he is supposed to be ad-
dressing, especially the youth.

6
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--An information officer estimated that he can
effectively reach only one-third of the people

he should be contacting.

Department of State and USIA officials emphasized that

LDP compliance statistics do not accurately reflect the
total !anguage capabilities at overseas Missions. They

mentioned that many LOP incumbents who Jack the required

proficiency have proficiencies close to the required

level. For example, in 1974, 60 percent of the State

Department LDP incumbents who Jacked the required lanquaee
skills did have at least S-2/R-2 capabilities. State and

USIA officials also pointed out that LOP incumbents who

lacked the required capabilities increased their language

skills once overseas but that many of these improvements

do not show up in the statistics. Officers are not always

retested while at posts, because only a few overseas

locations have personnel authorized to administer Foreign

Service Institute proficiency tests and Institute personnel

make a limited number of testing trips each year. Further-

more, personnel proficient in the host country language

are often assigned to non-language-designated positions,
thereby increasing the overall capabilities of the Mission.

We recognize these factors and agree that, to some

extent, they mitigate the impact or aLsigning personnel

lacking required language skills to LDPs. However, we do

not believe they appreciably reduce the need to fill LDPs

with personnel having the necessary language skills. For

example, there is a substantial difference between level

2 and level 3 language stills. In some languages, increas-

ing proficiency from S-2/P-2 to S-3/11-3 may reouire several

months of intensive training. Also, while personnel do

increase their language proficiencies once assi..ned over
this improvement takes time. Thus, a portion of an

officer's tour would be completed before the reouired pro-

ficiency could be attained.

We also found that self-appraised proficiencies and

tested proficiencies often differ. Several officers told

us their most recent proficiency tests indicated higher

skills than they currently possessed. For example, one

LOP incumbent had not been tested in the host country
language since 1957, at which time he had achieved an S-4/

R-4 rating. He estimated that, because of years of minimal

use, his actual proficiency is now only 5-2/R-).

7
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Concerning the assignment of language proficient per-
sonnel to non-LDPs, we do not believe this adequately com-
pensates for the effects of inappropriately stbffed LOPs.
Personnel with adequate language capabilities are not

always able or available to ibstitute for LDP incumbents
with inadequate language skills. Congress recognized the
oistinction between total staffing abroad and staffing of

specific language positions. In 1960, it amended the
Foreign Service Act of 1946, stating that it was congres-
sionalsional policy that, to the maximum extent practicable, all

Foreign Service Officers shou3d speak the principal language
or dialect of the countries in which they serve. In section
578 of that law, however, Congress stipulated that specific
positions designated as language essential should be filled

only by language proficient officers.

IMPROVED LOP ASSIGNMENT
PROCEDURES NEEDED

We recognize that language capability is necessarily
only one of several factors considered In making assign-
ments to LOPs. As mentioned in the 1971 eport. language
capability is very often viewed as a t..-..ndary requirement,
and primary job skills, such as expertise in political,
economic, or consular functions are emphasized. Other
factors also limit State and USIA assignment options,
including grade level, availability o individuals for

assignment, and career development policies.

Granting that these and probably other factors must

be considered, believe improvement iz needed and can
be made in assigninj officers to LOPs.

AssOnment_of personnel

The Uniform State/USIA policy on LOP assignments is

very clear. When officers assigned to LOPs do not have

the required language skills, they are to receive language
instruction before assuming duties at the post. If team -

ing is not provide° or is terminated early, training waive s

are required. The waivers, which explain the emergency
conoitions that necessitate bypassing adequate training,
must be approved by the Deputy Director General of the
Foreign Service and the Chief, USIA Personnel Division, for
State Department ano USIA employees, respectively. Waivers

are not necessary, however, when an inoividual completes

a full training program but does not achieve the required
proficiency rating.

14
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In February 1973, the Secretary of State reaffirmed
these regulations, stating that in the future the Department
would:

* * fill LDPs only with officers having at
a minimum the proficiency level required for
the position even though this may in some cases
result in delays in staffing * * * or may nar-
row the choice of officers."

To meet this goal, assignments to State LDPs are usually
planned 9 to 18 months in advance of need, depending on
the length of language training necessary. USIA plans
LDP assignments from 6 to 12 months it advance, but even
this does not allow adequate time for complete training
in such languages as Arabic, Japanese, or Chinese.

Despite these regulations and procedures, the Depart
ment and USIA continue to assign many officers to LUPs

wtio do not have proper language qualifications. In the
11 countries we visited, about 28 percent of the State
Department officers assigned to LDPs from January 1974

to July 1975 and about 55 percent of the USIA officers
assigned during calendar year 1974 lacked the required
language skills. We also noted that some of there per-
sonnel had received full language training but failed to

reach the required proficiency level. According to foreign
Service Institute officials, this happens freouently; one
Institute official eseimated that only half the graduates
achieve S-3/P-3 proficiency at the completion of courses.
In fact, for mosey languages, the Institute expects only
students with supe.'ior language aptitude to attain a
level 3 proficiency during the instruction period.

The majority of LDP officers who lacked the reouired
language skills either had not attended intensive language
training_ program or had only partially completed them,

usually because of insufficient time For example,
slightly more than half the State LDP officers in our
sample who lacked the reouired skills were sent overseas
without having any tested proficiency in the required
language. For USIA, 20 percent of the officers who lacked
appropriate language capabilities had no training before
assignment and others had, received only.vartial training.

Officials said the major reasons for not scheduling
training or for abbreviated training usually involved
unforeseen events, such as unexpected departures of
officers due to retirement and health reasons; pressures

9
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from posts for immediate replacements; and *requests by post
officials, usually Ambassadors, for specific individuals.
Also, we noted that officers who lacked the required kills

were sent to poses because their proficiencies were close to
reauired levels and it was assumed that they could acquire
the necessary additional skills through the post language

program. USIA officals told us that a shortage of junior
grade officers and reduced, training budgets over the last
few years resulted in some Inappropriate assignments.

Adeauac_of language
training waivers

waiver procedures were always followed. US :A

had not prepared the waivers as sequirsZ because the
officials believed written justifications were unnecessary
and because the offices who approved training and assign-
ment decisions was also responsible for approving training

waivers. We believe, however, that records of waivers
would,give management valuable information on LDP staffing

problems.

State did not prepare waivers in some cases which

required them. For example, at several overseas posts

we identified 12 assignments made since July 1973 which

reauired waivers but for which State had prepared only

4 waivers.

In our opinion, State and USIA need to define more

precisely the situations which warrant assigning officers

that do not have appropriate language skills to LDPs and

to execute waivers accordingly. Some State training
waivers did not demonstrate "emergency conditions" nor

show why ,it was preferable to staff LDPs with officers
lacking the required language skills rather than to delay

the assignments to permit language training. For example,

a LDP staffed with an officer who has no profAciency in

the host country language will, in all probability, be
unsatisfactorily filled for the duration of that officer's
assignmentwhich is from 18 months to 5 years depending

on his grade. tie waivers did not routinely compare the

long-term disadvantages of such a situation with the
shorter term effects of assignment delays. We recognize

that there will undoubtedly be instances when immediate
assionment is advantageous but State and USIA hare not
established adequste criteria to identify those excep-

tional cases.

10
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Recommendations

APPErDlY

To improve LOP staffing, we recommend tnat the Secretary
of State and the Director, USIA, (1) review their assignment
procedures to ensure that, whenever feasible, assignments are
made enough in advance to allow sufficient time for necesser
language training, (2) establish and enforce strict criteria
for granting training waivers, and (3) ensure that training
waivers are prepared as reguired by regulations.

hgenacommerits_ana our
evaluation

Department of State comments on the recommendations are

summarized below.

Thu Department pointed out that had made Oanges in
assignment procedures, which promise to be. useful in essurine
that personnel assigned to LCPs receive adequate language
training and stated that:

"We are hopeful that our early publicizing of
anticipated vacancies in LDI's will attract a
larger pool of interested officers at a date
early enough to provide necessary language
training."

State informed us that its assignment panels attempts

to weigh the long-term disadvantages of assignment of offi-
cers who do not have the required language skills against thc
short-term benefits of such an assignment, stated that;

"In accordance with the GAO's recommendation,
we have revises our standard operating proce-
dures to insure that these factors are more
systematically addressed."

For the need to ensure that training waivers are pre-

pared as required by rec.: l Lions, the Department said that:

-1e have tightened our procedures or reviewing
and approving waivers to ensure th ?t they are
considering only upon the basis of a wriCten
justification and that exceptions do not occur
inadvertently. * * * we now have a mechanisM
for insuring that assignments to DP's requiring
waivers are made in accordance with
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We believe these actions should improve LDP staffing.
However, because the effectiveness

important
changes is not

ireadily apparent at this time, it is mportant that State
monitor their impact and make adjustments as appropriate.

Pl.CbLEMS IN DETERMINING
LANGUAGE-EESIGNATED PCSIIICNS

Cur 1973 report questioned State and USIA methods
for determining language-designated positions, particularly
the lack of criteria, limited involvement of post officials
in the designation process, lack of documentation to support
LCP decisions, and failure to periodically reassess language
needs.

State and USIA have acted to correct some of these
shortcoq.ings. both have increased post participation in
the designation process, and since 1972, they have conducted
reviews of LCPs in conjunction-with post officials end pro-
-video criteria to overseas officials to assist them in
evaluating language needs. Le found, however, that they
have not accurately identified total language requirements,
primarily because factors othe: than job needs influence
the designations.

State has reviewed its total 121s on three occasions
since our 1973 report; the most recent review was completed
in December 1975, subsequent to or fieldwork. 0SIA has
reviewed its total languaoe requirements only once, but
officials told us that LDPs are also individually reas-
sessed when assignments are made and during overseas. visits
by neadquarters staff. Le found that State Cepartment
officials at overseas ports were generally familiar with
designation criteria provided by State. A few Public
Affairs officers, however, were not aware of USIA standards.

i;either State nor USIA has established formal pro-
cedures to require periodic reviews of LPs nor have they
included present LCP designation policies and criteria in
tne Lnilorm State /USIA regulations. We believe including
these policies and procedures in the regulations would
facilitate the continued monitorino of LCPs and would
ensure thet officials responsible for determining language
neecr are familiar with the established criteria.

ne criteria provides to overseas officials dercribee
ecific job function: taat State and USIA believe require
nguarle skills, including positions that entail:

12
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-- Conducting official business and developing
significant contacts with host country offi-
cials, businessmen, and other leading citi-
zens where lack of English competence or
other considerations dictate that U.S. inter-
ests are best served by communication in the

local language.

--Understanding significant public pronounce-
ments (speeches, parliamentary debate, etc.)

in the local language.

-- Explaining U.S. policy and related matters in
formal or informal public appearances (radio,
television, speeches) in the local language.

--Acting as interpreter for the Ambassador or
other top Mission personnel in confidential

conversations.

-Monitoring accuracy and comnleteness of trans-
lations prepared by local personnel.

Reading and, perhaps, translating documents
in the local language whose nature makes it
inadvisable to have them handled by local

personnel.

Paving official consular or administrative
dealings with host country officials, mer-
chants, lessors, contractors, local employees
and others for which communication in the
local language is essential.

In addition, the USIA criteria ncludes positions, such

as inf(rmation Center personnel, which require monitoring

public opinion and dealing with the general public in the

normal course of business.

Despite the uniform criteria, there were numerous dif-

ferences in LDE, designations from post to post. Similar

positions were language-designated in one country and not

in others. For example, in Paris all three General Service

officer positionr were language-desi,:inated7 in Rome only one

of tne three positions was, and at some posts none of these

positions were language-designated. These and other differ-

ences resulted partly from varying conditions in each
country (for example, the extent to which English is known

and used in the host nation) ana from post officials'
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judgments on the importance of language in performing cer-

tain tasks. As discussed below, the designations were

also based on other considerations, such as availability

of trained personnel, expectations regarding training

results, and perceived impact of designations on prompt

staffing of vacancies.

In stibmitting remests for language-designated posi-

tions, some posts explained their reasons for including

or excluding positions, but many did not Also,,State

and USIA altered some post requests, but these decisions

were not always communicated and explained to post offi-

cials. In the absence of documentation, we relied primarily

on the comments of incumbents and post officials in evalu-

ating the adequacy of LDP designations.

Cther factocr_influencing
designations

Cther factors are considered in desinating some

LDPs--primarily the availability of qualified personnel.

ve believe the desire to keep the designations "realistic"

in terms of ability to staff the positions resulted in

understating the number of positions that reouire language

proficiency. As noted in our earlier report, such prac-

tices tend to prolong real shortages because the numbers

of designated positions partially form the basis for

training input.

For example, in January 1975, the Embassy in Korea

recuested that LDPs at the post be increased from 3 to 9.

State aoreed that this number more accurately reflected

the reel needs of the post, but asked the Embassy to

reduce the reouest. State noted that eight positions

would be difficult to fill because few officers were en-

rollinn in Korean language- trainino courses. In response

to the Rome Fmbassy's reouest for additional _LDPs, State

noted that Rome was asking for proportionately more LDPs

than other posts had, and that this would place a heavy

burden on limited foreion Service Institute training

resources. In neither case did State dispute tne renu sts

on the ba.ais that the identified needs were not valid.

There were numerous
inconsistencies in USIA posts'

LOP oesignationr. In some countries, almost all USIA

positions were LUPE; in other places none were. For

example,' in Germany Positions with few exceptions were

language - designated, in Greece no positions were, and

in Turkey, only one position was language -designated.

14
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We could find no differences in Agen-. functions to explain

whir the Greek and Turkish posts had lesser language require-

me ts than the German post.

Also, USIA's positions were sometimes redesignated to

reflect the language proficiency of ehe incumbent. For

*example, the officer chosen to fill the Public Affairs LDP

at one post did not have the required language proficiency,,

so the language designation. was dropped for that position

and switched to another position which was occupied by a

language proficient office:. .Practices such as this tend

to circumvent the purpose of designating specific language-

essential positions.

Headquarters and some post officials said it is

difficult to explain why certain positions are LDPs and

others are not They stated that,oftentimeS, there is

no reason for designating one particular position instead

of another; for example, a post may require a language

competent officer in a section, but it does not matter

which officer has the language capability. Some State

and USIA officials have suggested that a total number of

positions should be designated langeage-essential instead

of specific positions--as required oy the Foreign Service

Act of 1946, as amended. They believe this would promote

increased flexibility in staffing and, at the same time,

result in the adequate accomplishment of language-essential

tasks. In their view, the duties requiring language skills

can be shitted among positions, depending on the capabilities

of assigned officers.

he recognize that this view is reasonable in certain

cases, but believe the number of positions to which such

flexibility pertains is small in relation to total LDPs.

The feasibility of functional realignments is limited by

the incumbents' job skills, experience, grade levels, and

availaoility. Based on these considerations, we believe

the Act's requirement to designate specific positions as

language-essential continues to be valid.

Designation of nroficieecy levels

The State Department and USIA do not designate posi-

tions as language-essential above the S-3/R-3 level.

State has set this limit based on anticipated staffing

problems and the difficulties involved in training per-

sonnel to fill S-4/H-4 requirements, but it does not

necessarily reflect the actual language proficiency needs

of a position,
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The Foreign Service Institute's training programs are

generally not designed to teach above the S-3/R-3 level.

Usually, higher proficiencies can be acquired only through

exposure to the language incountry. Also, State rates

many junior officer positions at the S-2/R-2 level because

officials reannned that the Institute cannot guatantee that
officers starting at tne 0 level can reach the 3 level with-

in the aliowed training time.

Although the concerns are understandable, State and

USIA would 'e more in line with congressional intent if

they recognized all valid requirements regardless of et

availability and training difficulties. As it is, they

appear to be underestimating actual language requirements.

Officials at most of the overseas posts we visited identified

some positions they believed required S-4/R-4 capabilities.

They stated that some tasks could not be done effectively

by Pereonnel with lesser skill's.

With more accurate identification of language needs,

State and USIA would be bett_r able to evaluate training

priorities and program training resources. For example,

State/USIA rules governing posts' language programs cur-

rently prohibit individual instruction for officers once

they have reached the S-3/R -3 level. Were the level 4

language needs formally identified, State might want to

reconsider the merits of this limit. We talked to sever-1

officers at overseas posts who, despite the regulation,

had received advanced individual tutoring: they believed

this type of instruction was helping them to improve their

language skills beyond the 5-3/R-3 level.

Officials at several posts told us that, in making LDP

decisions, the considered the impact the designations

would have on prompt and responsive staffing of vacancies.

Some post officials said they agrePd to a number of level

2 positions because they thought the positions would be

easier to fill and would not result in a -ignment delays.

Some incumbents in S-2/R-2 positions be eyed that S -3 /R -3

skills were actually necessary and tha _heir positions had

been downgraded to ease recurring ass_ nment difficulties.

Only about 3 preen= of State LDPs and no USIA Mips

call for varying speaking and reading proficiencies (i.e.

S -3/P -2 or 5-2/R-3). Yet, some State and USIA officers

said the reading requirements are often less than speaking

requirements.
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According to the Directors of Foreign Service Inst.tute
field schools in Japan and Taiwan, attainment of S-3/R-2
proficiency-in Japanese and Chinese requires 16 to 18 months

of intensive training. To reach the S-3/R-3 proficiency
level, a student must train as much as 6 additional months

at an estimated cost of $14,500.

Recommendations

We recommend that. the Secretary of State and the Director
of USIA, to improve their systems for designating LOPS, take

steps to ensure that:

--Language designated positions and the pro-
ficiency levels required are based on actual
language needs of th, jobs withoUt consider-
ing other factors.

--Language requirements are periodically
reassessed and officials responsible for
determining language needs are familiar
with tt.e criteria. In this regard, LDP
designation policies and criteria -should

be incorporated into the Uniform State/
USIA regulations.

We also recommend that State and USIA review LDPs to
identify positions for which lower reading skills are-
acceptable so that training costs, especially for languages
involving writing systems different from ours, could be

reduced.

Agency comments and
our evaluation

The Department of State made the following comments

about our recommendations on problems relating to the

designation of positions requiring language skills.

"With regard to LDP designation criteria * *

the Department is alrealy actively working on

this issue. The Board of Professional Develori-
ment, established by Secretary Kissinger on
June 27, 1975, requested a study of the'Depart-
ment'slanguage training policies and practices

iwhich is nearly completed. One recommendation
requests approval of a Departmental study which
would include identification of LOP's on the
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basis of more uniform criteria. As suggested
in the GAO Report, approved changes in language
training and LDP designation will be incorporated
promptly into the Foreign Affairs Manual."

We believe these planned actions should improve both
the identification of LDPs and training requirements. We

urge State to initiate the recommended study, which would
emcompass the criteria for identifying LDPs as soon as pos-
sible. Accurate identification of language requirements is
essential to the State's development of appropriate assign-
Pent and training policies and procedures relating to the
staffing of LDPs.

POST LANGUAGE PROGRAMS COULD
it-USED MORE -EFFECTIVELi----

The Foreign Service institute gives part-time language
instructions at about 185 Embassies and consulates in
addition to the full-time training conducted in Washington
and at three overseas locations. These post language pro-
grams give Foreign Service personnel and employees of
other U.S. agencies abroad opportunities to study the host
country languages. First priority in the post programs
to be given to LDP incumbents who lack required language
skills; other authorized participants include personnel
:;th job-related needs and Aoult oependents of eligible
employees.

As discussed in our earlier report, the part -time
post programs are not intended to be, nor are they effec-
tive as, substitutes for intensive language training before

assignment. These programs are generally successful in
teaching beginners elementary and courtesy level language
skills, but are usually not adequate to develop profi-
ciencies requir,o for LDPs. The post language programs,
however, can help to maintain, refresh, or imprbve pro-
ficiencies which have been previously attained.

The operation of the post language program is the
responsibility of the Post language officer, an Embassy
officer designated by the Mission Chief to locally admin-

,

r
sister the program. Training is provided by using localg
personnel as tutors or by contracting with local institu-
tions. There are two types of training--individual tutor-
ing and group instruction. Most training is ccnfined to
group sessions.
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During fiscal year 1975 post language program train-

ing cost more than million, including estimated student

salaries, and about 5,100 U.S. Government personnel and

their dependents participated. State and USIA personnel

and their dependents accounted for about 57 percent of

the studert$ enrolled.

As noted previously, State and USIA continue to

assign personnel who lack the required language skills

to LDPS. During our visits to posts, we observed that

post language programs were not being used as effectively

as they could be to upgrade the language skills of these

officers. For instance, all LDP incumbents who lacked

the required language skills were not enrolled in the

post language programs, and certain LOP officers who

lacked required language skills were not receiving the

most effective training available. We also noted numer-

ous deficiencies in the management of the post programs.

We believe the problems result from lack of emphasis

on language training by post officials; insufficient

information on staff proficiencies available at posts;

limits imposed by regulations; and inadequate supervision

and followup by agency headquarter staffs and the Foreign

SerOce Institute.

Enrollment

As mentioned earlier, we noted that several personnel

who did not have the necessary language skills were assigne6

to .posts on the assumption that they would acquire addi-

tional skills through the post training program. At most

of the posts visited, however, at least one LDP officer

who lacked the necessary language skins was not enrolled

in the post language program, and at more than half these

posts, three or four officers who should have been in the

program were not. Most of these officers were State

Department personnel.

According to State/USIA regulations and supplementary

instructions, post officials are supposed to ensure that

LDP incumbents with less than the required language skills

are enrolled in the program. Post officials told us they

usually do not enforce training for these officers but

rely on the individuals to request training, They attri-

buted non-enrollment by some of these officers to heavy

workloads and travel schedules and lack of interest or

aptitude. A few officials said that the difficulty of
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certain languages, such as Arabic, discourages enrollment
by beginners because it is recognized that post instruc-
tion will not be sufficient to develop a professional-
level proficiency.

We noted that officials at overseas posts often did
not know the specific language skills of their employees
and were generally unaware of training waivers which had

been granted. We believe that such information would
facilitate post efforts to identify and assist officers
in need of additional training.

We also found that State and USIA do not routinely
monitor the enrollments of LDP officers in the program,
which would help to ensure that the programs were used

to upgrade the language skills of these personnel.

Training

In the countries we visited, 28 LDP officers who
lacked reouired language skills were not enrolled in the

post language programs. A number of State Department
personnel believed they were not receiving the most
effective -.raining available at the post. State/USIA

regulatio ' lack of emphasis on port aining priorities
has limited the access of these officers to certain types

of language training.

We spoke to 32 program enrollees, 15 of whom were
LDP incumbents lacking the required language skills.
Generally, the enrollees we spoke to were satisfied with

the quality of the post training. However, about half of

the LDP officers interviewed who did not have adeauate
language skills criticized the LFe of training, parti-
cularly the use of group sessions instead of individual

instruction. They felt that group training was not meet-

ing their needs because the instruction was geared to
the slowest learner in the group and each participant
received little individualized attention. Officers r'

many posts believed that individual tutoring was more
effective than group training, especially if the goal

is to acquire language skills as gui.kly as possible.

State/USIA regulations encourage the use of group
training whenever possible. Individual instruction is
allowed when work schedules or differences in language
skill levels prevent grouping. The regulations do not
slecifically authorize use of individual tutoring to

upgrade the skills of LCP officers who need further

26
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language training. Also, with limited resources available
for post language training. several port language officers
prefer group training because it ig less costly and permits
training of more people.

--At one a0-3t, several officers with less
than the reouired language skills were
placed in aroun classes i_:7_,Jse funds were
not available for indivi.Nal instruction.
let, at the same time, the program at this
post was providing training to 38 other
eligible, but lower priority, State
Cepartment personnel.

--Another post 'paired" LDP officers who
needed further language training with
other Embassy personnel desiring language
training. Whenever one of the pair was
absPnt from post or unable to attend the
instruction the class was cancelled. Cur-
ing our visit to this post, the partner
of one of the Ln2 incumbents was out of
town for 2 weeks, during which the other
officer received no training. The poet
language supervisor told us the "pairing"
was arranged because regulations required
grouping whenever possible.

--At a third post, training was cut back
because of a reduction in the program bud-
get. Cne LDP officer whose training was
s!lortened had no speaking or reading pro-
ficiency in the host-country language and
his pre-departure training had been waived
on the justification that he had "good
language aptitude" and it was assumed he
would acquire the necessary skills ouickly
once at the POEt. Because of the reduction
in training, this officer was receiving
only 3 hours of instruction a week, less
than the minimum hours reouired by the Post
language program regulations end hardly
enough to permit him to rapidly reach the
reouired proficiency level.

--At another cost, an LOP officer who lacked
the reouired language skills chore not to
attend the rrogram because he could not
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receive individual training. In hip opinion,

a group session would not meet his needs and
would be too inflexible for .his work schedule
The post language officer cited lack of funds

as the reason for not providing individual
training, even though most of that post's
program money was being spent to train lower
priority personnel.

Some officers who occupied non-LDP positions and some

who had already attained the proficiency level required for

their jobs were receiving individual instruction, while

LDP personnel without required language skills were placed

in groups. The officers receiving individual tutoring

were usually high-ranking Mission personnel. We were told

that their work schedules and specialized training needs

prevented grouping.

In our opinion, State/USIA regulations for post language

programs are not consistent with their established primary

objective of assisting personnel to achieve job-level pro-

ficiencies. It seems reasonable that LDP personnel who have

not achieved such levels should have priority access to the

most effective training available at a-post simply because

they need it moot.

We recognize that individual training may not be better

training in al i cases. We do believe, however, that the

type of training given to LDP officers who need it should

be based on the individual language needs and the most

effective ways to meet these needs.

Management
.

Our review of post language programs concentrated on

the use of these programs by LDP incumbents who lacked

required language skills. In addition to the specific LDP-

related problems cited in previous sections, we observed

numerous deficiencies in the management and operation of

the programs, including:

--State/USIA regulations were not always fol-

lowed. For example, personnel with S-3/R-3
proficiencies continued to receive individual
training, even though this is prohibited by

regulations.
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--Interpretations of regulations varied from
post to post. For example, one post pro-
vided non-LDP employees with only 100 hours
of instruction, while other posts provided
as much training as desired.

--Justification for individual training was
very general and did

i

not give the Foreign
Service Institute sufficient nformation,
such as employee proficiency levels, hn
assess the validity of the training.

--Some posts' reports were not prepared
accurately, understating training hours
and costs.

--At one post, two user agencies were making
direct transfers of funds to the post lan-
guage program, instead of following reim-
bursement procedures at headquarters level.

--Poor class attendance was a problem at a
few posts.

--Other U.S. Government agencies were not
adhering to required program guidelines.

--Some training provided to other user
agencies seemed questionable. For example,
dependents attended the program for 400-plus
hours, which is almost double the maximum
allowed by State/USIA regulations, and
individual instruction was given to per-
sonnel who did not need the language for
their work.

These deficiencies indicate a need to increase super-
vision of the programs. Presently, there seems to be only
minimal control to ensure that programs are operated in
accordance with existing regulations. Foreign Service
Institute officials told us they lacked the necessary staff

to make detailed reviews of information submitted by the
posts. Also, when their personnel visit overseas Missions,
they spend most of their time administering language profi-
ciency tests, with little or no time devoted to management
evaluation.
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Recommendations

We recommend that the Secretary of State and the ectc

USIA:

--Require followup on LDP incumbents who need
further language training to ensure that

they are receiving effective post language

training.

--Reemphasize the priorities of the post lan-

guage programs, giving consideration to revising
the regulations to clearly authori:e individual
training for LDP incumbents whc lack required
language skills whenever it is deemed to be

the most effective training.

--Provide overseas posts with necessary data,

including proficiency scores and waiver docu-

ments, to assist post officials in identify.:ag

and monitoring staff language-ttaining needs.

Also, the Secretary ^f State should direct the Foreign
Service Institute to devote more time to evaluating manage-

ment of post programs, particularly during their visits to

posts.

Agency comments and
our evaluation

State's specific comments on the shortcomings we noted

in the post language programs are quoted below.

The Department has been increasingly aware of-

these shortcomings, all of them sterming from one

basic problem: lack of adequate supervision to

programs in the field. For the last eight years,
starting with BALPA [Balance of Payments) reduc-

tions of personnel overseas, the Department has
experimented with the supervision of PLPs (Post

Language Programs) through visits by supervisory
linguistc from the FSI (Foreign Service Institute)

staff in Washington. It is now entirely clear that

this method cannot provide adequate professional
assistance to posts. Such trips have created con-

flict.; between the responsibilities the linouists

have for training in Washington and their respon-
sibilities for training programs at posts. Their
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trips on the one hand have interfered with the
Washington instructional prooram, and on the

other hand have had to be so brief as to preclude
any in-depth supervision of PLPs.

"The Department recognizes the necessity of sta-
tioning Regional Language Supervisors (RLS] at
strategic locations in the field to provide pro-
fessional language training and testing assist-

ance to posts. The Priorities Policy Group has
allocated two new positions to FSI for fiscal
year 1977 as a beginning toward reestablishing a
RLS system similar to the one which PSI operated

prior to 1968. PSI plans to use these positions
to station in the field within the next few months
one Regional Language Supervisor in South America
and one in Europe. A third position, formerly
located in Bangkok and presently vacant, will be
used to station an RLS in South Asia.

The development of these three persons will sub-
stantially contribute toward improving the ouaiity
of post language programs in areas of the world
containing a large percentage of Foreign Service
personnel and of LDPs, but will fall considerably
short of providing adeouate coverage worldwide.

The Board of Professional Development is currently
studying this problem.

"The Department agrees that providing overseas
posts with proficiency scores of personnel pro-
ceeding to overseas assignments would greatly
assist post officials in identifying language
training needs. FSI will work out a system to
notify posts of the final proficiency ratings of
employees completing Washington training."

State did not agree that regulations governing the use
of individual language instructions at the post need to be
clarified and stated that:

The stationing of RLS in the field will assist
(post officials] by providing on-the-spot pro-
fessional guidance in setting priorities on the

use of PLP money."
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The planned actions cited by State should improve the

management and effectiveness of post language programs; but,

in our opinion, greater control and review of post language
programs is also necessary at the headauarters level to
assist overseas personnel 16 managing the programs.

In our opinion, post language program regulations for
individual instruction for LDP incumbents need further

clarification. From our observations at overseas posts we

believe that some LDP incumbents who lacked reouired lan-

guage skills were not receiving the most effective training

because of post officials' interpretations of the regula-

tions. Additional emphasis is needed in the regulations

to assure that such LDP incumbents receive the most effec-

tive training.

In commenting on this report, State pointed out that

in fiscal year 1975 individual instruction at post language

programs accounted for 18 percent of the students and .29

percent of to funds expended, suggesting State was already

emphasizing individual instruction to LPP incumbents. Since

the first priority of the post programs is to Provir'e in-

struction to LDP incumbents, it seems to us such individuals

should be accommodated first and a greater portici of avail-

able funds should be used for priority instruction.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

weihmiton. D.C. 20510

April 22, 1976

Mr. a. K. Fasick
Director
International DiviEbn
U.S. General. Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Pk:sick:

I am replying to your letter of April 1, which forwarded
copies of the draft report: "Further Improvements Needed
in Language Training Programs slid Assignments for U.S.
Foreign Service Personnel Overseas."

The enclosed comments were prepared by the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Personnel and the Deputy Director of the
Foreign Service Institute.

We appreciate having had the opportunity to review and
comment on the draft report. If I may be of further
assistance, I trust you will let me know.

Enclosure: As stated.

'nce-

aniel L. Williamson
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Budget and Finance
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UNITED STATES
IMORMATION AGENCY

WASHI GTON 20547

April 14, 1976

Mr. J. K. FaSick
Director, International Division
U. S. Gensral Accounting Office

Dear Mr. Pasick:

We have received the draft copy of yonr report entitled

"further- Improvements are Needed in Language Training Programs

and Assignments for U. S. Foreign Service Personnel Overseas"

and believe it to be a comprehensive, highly professional study

of the extent to which USIA has net language requirements in

staffing overseas positions.

The individuals cor.Ncting the study consulted with

concerned Agency personnel at length, and we are gratified

to see that their comments received fair consideration in

the preparation of the draft.

The Agency is appreciative of the opportuna

the report prior to its official issuance.

Sincerely,

William A. Robey
Chief, Finance and Data
Management Division
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